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INTRODUCTION

Mo4 than anything else, a college or university needs visible ways of

saying forcefully to its faculty, "Yes, we want good teachers, we sincerely

respect good teaching, and we have specific ways to recognize and reward

it." This paraphrase of Kenneth Eble (1972) comes closest to saying in a

few words what this study was about. Gorovitz (1972) has also stated the issue

par icularly well.

This is the crux of many a matter--the problem of quality
control. It is often argued that the only security for high
quality in the university is high quality in its faculty.
Thispoint, commonly cited in defense of the "star system", is
well taken. It falls short of the mark, however, in that the
quality of professional ability alone does not ensure activity
of high quality in pursuit of institutional objectives. Thus
the system of incentives within the univers ty again becomes
crucial.

How can an administration, having articulated a vision
worth pursuing, and blessed with a faculty of high quality,
catalyze constructive change by modifying the system of
inceptives--the reward structure? The question almost
becomes a dilemma when one recalls that the reward structure
although often lamented by the faculty, is tenaciously per-
petuated by them as they play out over and over again the
set piece of passing judgment on their colleagues (pp. 588-
589).

If one were unwilling to take on faith that college teaching Is of

high quality, on what basis could one determine i Such a question was

posed early in 1972 withIn the Oregon State System of Higher Education by the

authors. The research procedure was relatively straightforward= find out

what policies and procedures ar- currently used to ascertain the quality of

instruction. If satisfied that quality could be ascertained, then one could

proc--d to evaluate the levels and make value judgments (good, uncertain,

bad). Those value judgments o "uncertain or bad" could in turn lead to

corrective action, and thus ensure an improved learning environment for

students.
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A research plan was de ised which called for inte views with high level

administrators (provosts, deans, department heads) on six OSSHE campuses 1

,

and an analysis of related campus documents. Fifty-two administrator_ (over

90% of those selected) were formally interviewed, and policy and guideline

documents were collected from each campus. Three tentative conclusions were

reached, all of which supported the findings from the comprehensive

studies of Eble (1-970, 1972) and Miller (1972). First, there was no evidence

of campus-wide systematic evaluations of faculty instruction found anywhere.

The evidence used on each campus was derived primarily from secondary sources

using unsystematic procedures. Second, there was no way to determine how much

influence these informal evaluations of teaching had on promotion, salary, or

tenure decisions. Thus, claims that teaching carried "more weight" or was

"the most important factor" in such decisions could not be as ertained from

available data. Third, there were great inconsistencies within and between

the campuses in the clarity of the criteria used to assess faculty teaching,

which made formal quali y judgments nearly impossible.

The findings from this study were discussed on each of the six campuses,

and these discussions generated three groups of critics. "Group X" tended to

be incredulous that anyone would propose the systematic assessment of college

inst uction. They argued that the very spirit and essence of higher education

would be injured, if not destroyed, by any such efforts. The professor/student

and eaching/learning relationships have an intangible chemistry that defies

scien ific analysis, they asserted. It was the researchers' impression that

this group was in the minority amongst faculty. It was clearly in the minority

amongst the campus administrators interviewed.

1

The Oregon State System consists of three universities, three colleges, one
institute of technology, and one health sciences center (dentistry, nursing,
and medicine).
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"Group Y" could be described as those facul y who endorsed the idea of

formal assessment, but felt the state of the art impedes implementation.

Their arguments were not addressed as to whether one should evaluate a pr--

fessor's instructional quality, but how. Questions about the reliability and

validity of measures were foremost with them, and their general position was

that we need much more research on appropriate measures before considering

them in a systematic decision process. It waS the researchers' impression that

this group was sizeable amongst faculty, probably in the majority. They have

said, "We agree with your basic argument (quality should be systematically

assessed), now show us how to do it."

Finally, "Group Z" also appeared to occupy a minority status amongst

faculty. They argued that the objective assessment of instruction was

absolutely necessary, and only faculty inertia prevented it. The technology,

instrumentation, and measurement issues have been solved well enough, and they

urged immediate action t- implement a more formal faculty evaluation process.

Our own position was a mixture of positions V and Z: the technology and

measurement issues have received enough study to warrant the development of

tentative models and test situations for eventual implementation. The state

of the art was not sufficient, however, to propose "the way" to mea ,re faculty

performance, in general, or the quality _f instruction, in particular. Rather,

careful study should be given to the present processes of performance assessment,

and to the institutional incentive systems and their implications for present

and future applications, if any kind of orderly change, such as suggested by

Gross, et al. (1971), is to take place in higher education.

The above findings ied to a research proposal being submitted to the Fund

for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (HEW ) for financial help to

carefully study the process of assessing faculty, and a three-year grant resulted.

ii



The p s nt repo 2
details the findings from the three years of research

(September 1973 to September 1976).

2
The Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education is within the
Office of the Secretary, Health Education and Welfare, Washington, D.C.
Neither the FUND nor the Secretary necessarily agree with or endorse the
present findings.
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METHODOLOGY

The present approach to "better' instruction did not proceed from a

predetermined solution, e.g., adding media to the classroom (or some other

technological form of assistance), or using the PSI teaching method (or any

other specific instructional method). Rather, the approach proceeded from

an analysis of decision making, .e., how is good or bad Instruction recog-

nized, and having done so how is it rewarded or punished? Thus the study

method adopted was one of operations research, where the scientific method

was used to analyze the decision structure of an ongoing system.

Because some inconsi tencies had been noted in prelimina y studies,

the research staff were unwilling to accept unverified descriptions by campus

administrators of the promotion process. Astin and Lee (1966) used this

approach by mailing questionnai es to a nati nal sample of college and univer-

sity deans, asking them to indicate the f equency of use of various sources

information when they evaluated teaching effectiveness, and during the

cou se of the present study Seldin (1975) partially repeated the Astin-Lee

study on a sample of deans in private liberal arts colleges. While many of

the present findings correspond closely to those in both studies, there are

also some very important discrepencies which would not have been possible to

detect using the previous methodology.

Project Objectives

There were two major objectives: (1) to describe and analyze the factors

influencing tenure and promotion decisions; and (2) to develop incentive models

capable of positively influencing the quality of instruction. The Results

section will be devoted mainly to objective one, while the Overview and

Implications section covers objective two.

An early comment needs to be made about objective one being phrased broadly

enough to cover all normal faculty funct on It was clear from our first

13



-6-

System study that the separation of the instruction funct on from those

of research and service was artificial and potentially misleading. Facury

evaluations invariably cover allthe. functions, though each fun _ion might be

discussed and weighed individually by a review comm ttee or an adm nistrator.

Hence although the research interests were primarily directed toward the teach-

' g function, data were collected on whatever evidence was normally introduced

in tenure or promotion procedures.

Data sources. A number of data sources were used to address the first

objective. Administrators (presidents and deans) on each campus were a primary

source. They supplied their policy statements, guidelines, and forms used in

the, assessment of facu ty. These data allowed us to describe the context and

processes relevant for the decision making we wanted to analyze. In addition,

the administ ators responded, in individual interviews, to a set of questions

about their perceptions of the process; e.g., What evidence counts the most

for each faculty function? What gaps exist in the evidence provided?; How

might the process be improved? (see Appendix A for the interview questions).

Where campus-wide personnel committees existed, project staff interviewed

each of the members, using slightly rephrased questions.

The second major source of data came from several System-wide surveys of

OSSHE faculty members. These surveys were accomplished by using stratified

random samples of faculty: (a) by departments (selected by department

for adequate discipline and institution representation); (b) by campuses

(selected by individuals for adequate system-wide representation); and () by

professional schools (selected by schools for adequate rank representation).

In addition, all department chairpersons in the system were invited to respond

unless they had already done so through random selection. In order for a

faculty member to have been included in one of these sample groups, he or she

must have been at least at the rank of assistant

14
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FTE appointment in an instructional area. Details of the sampling methodology

are in Appendix B.

Data collection_procedures. A survey form called the Faculty Perception

Questionnaire (FPQ), was developed to obtain infipirrion from faculty regarding

their perceptions of the factors likely to be influential in deciding promotion-

tenure cases on each campus (Appendix C has the FPQ and its instructions).

Thirty-four factors were each to be judged as to their use or non-use. Those

marked "used" were then rated from one ("used, but very minor influence") to

seven ("very significant influence"). Faculty could also indicate (a) whether

a factor had increased or decreased in influence since 1973
4
and ( ) the five

factors each would "prefer" to be most influential.

Table 1 shows the distribution of 1976 FPQ respondents, from which all

subsequent analyses have been drawa. These were faculty who h d responded in

either 1974 or 1975 to earlier versions of the form5. The return rate ranged

from 71% to 95% across the six campuses, with an average rate of 77%.

The FPQ is the final modification of two previous vers ons, which were returnee
by over 1,200 OSSHE faculty in surveys during 1974 and 1975. However, the
present findings will be based only on FPQ respondents, because we consider
that version to be the superior of the three.

4
The project began in September, 1973 and was funded for a three-year period,
so 1973'was the referent for any observed changes.

it _hould also be noted that comparable data collection took place at Oregon
Institute of Technology and the U0 Health Sciences Center, but the data have
been omitted from this report because of the highly specialized na ures of

the two schools.



Table 1

1576 FPQ Respondents by Academic
Rank and Type of institution

Univ. OSSHE

Assistant Professors 38 62 100

As ociate Professors 44 88 132

Professors 44 141 185

Faculty Admin s_ ators 20 48 68

Total 146 339 485

Project Impacts

In addition to the two major project objectives, there were also operational

changes desired as a result of the project. Five of these were enumerated,

shortly after the project's inception, as likely areas for positive impact on:

The amount and kinds of data collected to assess the quality of
faculty performance, especially as they relate to the teaching
function.

II. The amount of specification and utilization of procedures for
assessing faculty performance to make tenure and promotion
decisions.

III. The typesof differential weightings given .to faculty functions
in assessing individual performance.

Hi. The amount, types and utilization of professional development
activities, espeCially as these relate to the teaching function.

The perceptions of students, faculty, and adminiStrato regard-

ing the calibre of the educational experience provided .

ethod- of jnftuence. A Plan was developed, in collaboration with outside

consultants, to try to promote changes wherever the project's findings suggested

the need for them. The major source of influence was expected to be from the

campus reports, which would analyze the present (1573) procedures for gathering

16
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evidence on promotion tenure decisions and make recommendatjons for improvement.

Insofar as subsequent project efforts, these would focus on the upper adminis-

trative levels, to assure continued attention to the report and to offer

technical assistance where needed. It should be impressed upon the reader that

the intent was primarily to assure genuine attention to, and considerat on of,

the report and not necessarily the adoption of the recommendations, per se.

The dissem nation strategy was the same on each campus. First, each campus

president and academic dean was sent their campus-specific analysis, draft

form, and then asked for a critique session with project staff. After incorpor-

at ng any changes due to errors of interpre ation copies of the report were

then sent to other top level administrators (usually deans). The third step

consisted of a number of Toup discussions of the report and its implications

for faculty evaluation procedures and policy. The fourth step was to distribute

the report, or in some cases an abbreviated version, to faculty fOr their

consideration.

This intervention strategy was based on the assumption that the faculty are

neither sufficiently motivated, nor in a powerful enough position, to affect

changes in pol cy and procedures. Rather, the administrators must exhibit

genuine concern( .e., verbal commitment plus action) about the quality of

faculty performance before changes can be effected. Thus, if the decision makers
-

and the most infl -ntial review groups could be made sufficiently uncomfortable

w th existing promotion policy and procedures, then change would be likely to

occur. Project years one and two were to be largely devoted to the above stra_egy.

Da a collection procedures. Three sources of data were used. First, the

faculty who responded to the first questionnaire survey were asked to respond

again in 1976, for a b fore-after comparison of perceptions. Second, administra-

tors on each campus were interviewed regarding specific changes they had perceived

in he three year period. Third, project staff accumulated anecdotes and

17
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serendipitous data on any changes which could be reasonab y attributed to

project activities.

18



RESULTS

A general overview of this Results section should b- helpful to the reader

in anticipating what is included. We shall first describe the FPQ findings

using the-traditional categories of faculty performance, viz., ins ruction,

research, and service. The next analysis will describe the "most influential"

.types of eVidence regardless of the func ional category, and will introduce

"certainty scores' as a further way to refine the data. Factors f und to

exert the "least influence° are analyzed next, followed by the data on "preferred'

factors. Finally, the presently influen ial and preferred factors are contras ed

to p esent a synthesis of the FPQ data.

Findings from individual interviews follow the FPQ,analyses. The set

completed at the beginning of the project are presented first, to augment

preceeding FPQ analyses. Interviews conducted in the final year, along with

some survey datp, are used to analyze major impacts which could be attributed

to the project.

The findings are always separated -for colleges and unive -ities. In addition

four major academic disciplinary categories arefre uently utilized to reflect

similarities and differences within the twe types of campuses. These disciplines

are Arts/Humanities, Physical/Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Professional.

A couple of specific comments on the data presentations and analyses may

also be helpful to the reader. The tables and figures have all been placed at

the end of each subsection, to enhance continuity in the narrative. Nevertheless,

some 'switching back and forth between tables and narrat ve will be necessary.

The reader may be curious as to why data is presented neither by academic

rank nor by decisions on promo ion to full professor. In the reports given to

each campus6, findings were displayed byacademic rank giving the average values

6 Customized reports were developed for each OSSHE campus during the course of
the project. Each contained analyses based upon data collected at that
setting, along with a unique set of,recommendatIons.

19



for each rank by each factor. This procedure has been omitted from the present

report, because consistent and sizeable differences were rarely shown by rank.

Associate and full profes ors tended to be very similar in their perceptions and

preferences. Assistant professors were frequently in disagreement with them,

but the differences we e not large enough to be important at either campus or

discipline levels. (The differences were, however, sometimes important at a

department level.) Readers interested in data by academic rank may consult

Appendix E.

Insofar as data on fa tors influencing the associate to full professor

decision, we found few no eworthy changes in the factors used, or the influence

attributed to them in the two decisions during our first fa ulty survey. Some

might go up one scale point, others down o e but most stayed tha same, suggesting

that the results of the assistant to associate decision would be sufficiently

representative. This reasoning was also bolstered by our administrator inter-

views, which consistently pointed to the great importance of the first decision,

since tenure is commonly linked to it. This decision currently carries about

a $750,000 salary and fringe benefit commitment for the institutions, if the

individual teaches at least twenty years. We should, then, have an accurate

description of what the institution and the faculty perceived as important for

advancement if we know what it has taken to become an associate professor.

Rational Grouping of FRQ Factors-

The FPQ factors were rationally grouped into five categories. Three

encompass the major faculty functions of instruction, research/scholarly develop-'

merit, and service. A fourth or "general" grouping includes six factors which

could not be placed in the above categories, e.g., "support of depa Mental

policy and goals." The fifth group is a final exception to the First four, and

includes three major - urces of judgments= "evaluation by department chairman",

"evaluation by school/department committee", and "formal and systematic appraisal

2 0



the candidate by peers outside of institution." These "composite" factors

re_lect judgments based upon idiosyncratic use of particular criteria.

The rational groupings are shown in Figures 1 through 5. The three

university and three college campuses differ very little in the importance

(average FPQ scale values) attributed to teaching factors (Figure I). Evidence

from student:rating scales was perceived as carrying the most influence and

the assessment of course syllabi the least. The colleges usually gave more

weight to these than the universities, although this can be somewhat misleading

because the average scale values are Commonly in the "minor influence" range.

Striking differences appear on the research scholarly development) factors

(Figure 2). In all cases the universities attribute more influence to these

factors, when reaching pro7 tion/tenure deci ions. The publication of material

in formal outlets is by far the most influential factor (it was highest of all

3).j FPQ factors).

The factors associated with communi y and institutional service were not

perceived as very influential (Figure 3). Like the teaching factors, the colleges

are more inclined to give them credence than :Ole universities. Service on

committees is the single factor most likely to be used in promotion/tenure

decisions from this grouping.

The two special groupings of FPQ factors yielded some of the most influential

kinds of promotion/tenure evidence. This was especially so.with college faculty

where "tin- in rank" "obtaining an advanced degree", and "persona.lity

traits and attitudes" were viewed by our respondents as considerably more

influential than in the universities (Figure 4). It was also true that the

judgments of department chairmen were an important influence, especially in t-e

colleges (Figure 5). The off-campus appraisals appear to be used mainly on

unive sity campuses (though as we shall note later we view this as one of the

most disingenuous kinds of evidence used).

2 1



What has the analysis of FPQ factors by traditional faculty functions told

us thus far? First, the research/scholarly development function is interpreted

very differently according to the type of campus. The universities seek evidence

on publications to judge performance, whereas the colleges promote the attainment

of doctoral degrees as appropriate evidence. Second, a large number of factors

were suggested- in the campus documents we collected as being influential, and

Obr findings Confirm this. Many sorts-of-evidenCe are collected, but What may

not have been obvious bJore is how little influence most of these really exert'

on promotion/tenure decisions. Thus precision in understanding the latter may

be obfuscated by numerous performance indicators which, in fact, exercise minor

influence.
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Rost Influential Factors

The analysis of FPQ factors by traditional performance functions was not

entirely satisfactory as a way to understand what kinds of evidence are likely

to have significant influences on promotion decisions. Another way to analyze

the findings was to consider extremes of influence, independent of functions,

and to group faculty by academic discipline. A rank-ordering of the 34 FPQ

factors from the highest average influence to the lowest clearly established

that only a small number of the factors were perceived as exe ting moderate to

significant influence. Table 2 displays the first five rankings for each

discipline.

The university disciplines all viewed publications as the most influential

piece of evidence in promotion/tenure decisions, whereas obtaining a doctorate

was most influential for the four college disciplines. Student ratings were

perceived as highly influential for all disciplines on both kinds of campuses,

as was time in rank (one exception). The university Physical/Natural Science

faculty were unique in perceiving the obtaining of grants as highly significant,

whereas their college counterparts were unique insofar as the influen e of

innovative efforts in teaching. Another unique teaching factor was found within

the university Social Science faculty, who saw the formal appraisal of teaching

by colleagues as very influential. Many administrators had pointed out the

importance of such evidence, but most had also said they were discouraged with

what was presented in dossiers relevant to such performance.

These discrepancies, between what is perceived and what is actually used,

led us to enquire beyond the average FPQ scale values. For example, we found

that the variance associated with departmental average scale (FPQ) values was

sometimes sizeable. It was not rare to find 20-30% of a department indicating a

factor was not used, another 20-30% saying it was but carried little weight, and

the remaining 40-60% saying the factor carried significant weight
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Certainty scores A special procedure was developed to try to make such

variability more understandable and potentially useful, and resulted in derived

values we labeled "certainty scores." The rat onale upon which this certainty

score concept is based holds that we are dealing with a set of opinions held

by faculty members--opinions as to whether or not certain indicators are

employed in reaching decisions about their performance and, if used, the extent

to which the indicator influences the decision. We are basically interested

in proportions of respondents answering yes or no regarding each factor's use.

As the proportions approach 50-50, the reliability of the response must

questioned, "Does a 50-50 split (1/2 say a factor is used and, therefore,

rate it, while 1/2 say the factor is not used ) represent: ) a true reflection

of the population opinion, or (b) ambiguity regarding the factor's influence?"

The certainty score analysis focuses on the proportion of respondents from

a given group indicating the use of a particular indicato- If in a department

all faculty members indicate a factor was used (or not used), there would be

little reason to question the influence (or lack of influence ) of the indicator.

However, as the number indicating that a factor was used approaches the number

indicating that it was not used, the actual influence of the indicator becomes

less clear. The derived or "certainty score", was computed by the following

formula:

CS= x 100

Where K = Number of respondents indicating an indicator was -

not used, and

N = Total number of persons in the unit

Consequently, department CS's range from 0 to 50. A low "certainty score"

indicates that factor's use is clouded by uncertainty.

Uncertainty about the use of an indicator can derive from many sources.

Lack of awareness of procedures or c-iteria by individual faculty members is

2 9



probably the primary and most obvious source. A second possible source may

result from department-specific conditions, i.e., there may be specific

departments in which clear communications about indicators have not occurred.

A third source could reflect nebulous campus procedures, guidelines and policy

statements. And finally, uncertainty could reflect some characteristic of the

item itself.

The certainty score dimension seemed to add an important perspective to

the data. The 34 FPQ factors were arrayed by CS and average FPQ values, to

see if other meaningful clusters might emerge. Figures 6 and 7 show the

consequence. Three groups of FPQ factors emerged for each type of campus. .

They were defined as follows: definitely influential (high mean, high CS);

(b) definitely uninfluential (low mean high CS); and ( ) ambiguous moderate

mean, low CS).

Returning now to the analysis of the "most influential" FPQ factors, we

can add the dimension of certainty, e., which factors had high mean scores

and a majority of faculty agreeing on their use? Figures 8 and 9 display these

factors for colleges and universities. The groupings rely upon different CS

cutting scores because of the unique ways the factors clustered on the two

dimensions. These two figures probably give the single best display of which

factors in this study were perceived as definitely influential.

Each type of campus recognized the same two kinds of influential evidence

on teaching: student ratings and informal appraisals. Merged in this way

neither perceived evidence on innovative teaching nor on formal appraisals of

teaching, so these may be truly unique to particular disciplines. Two kinds

of evidence were unique to the colleges: obtaining a doctorate and personality

traits. Three kinds of evidence were unique to the universities: evaluation

by school/department committees public presentation of products, and service

on nstitution/system committees.
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Table 2

Five Most Influential FPQ Factors for College
and University Faculty by Discipline *

Influential
FPQ Factors

Rank Within Column

Arts/
Humanities

Physical
Science

Social

Science

Prof,

Schools

Col. Univ. Col. Univ. Col. Univ. Col. Univ.

Publications 1 1 I 1

Obtaining Advance Degree 1 1 3 1 14

Grant Support for Research 2

Student Ratings 2 2 3 5.5 2 2

Time in Academic Rank 5 3.5 2 1 3 2

Service on Depart ntal Committees 3

Pubric Presentations of Products 3.5 4

Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus ) 5

Personality Traits and Attitudes 5.5 5

Informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 4 5.5

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 5

Service (no fee) to Community

Innovative Effort in Teaching 5.5

Two "composite" factors, evaluations by chairman and by department committee,

were deleted in order to allow specific types of influential evidence to

emerge.
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Figure 6. Plot of FPQ mean values by cer ainty score
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disciplines combined
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Definitel Uninfluential Factors

The smallest clusters- of factors displayed in Figures 6 and 7 were

those to which faculty assigned low FPQ ratings and were in considerable

agreement that the factors were not used (high CS values ). The descriptors

for these are in Tables 3 and 4.

We found that the college facu ty saw the least influence being exerted

by formal methods of appraisal, whatever the professorial function. They also

agreed with university faculty about the non-use of evidence which could be

obtained by evaluating course syllabi ( g., is the content sufficiently

thorough, up-to-date, accurate, consistent with pro§ram intent, etc?) and the

classroom examinations used (e.g., are they fair, and consistent with lecture

content, syllabus and program object ves, etc?).

The third -au ter, labeled "ambiguous factors", probably' includes fac ors

which could be eventually labeled as definitely unin luential, were efforts

to be taken to define them more adequately for fa ulty. College and unive sity

faculty were found to share thirteen of the twenty-six ambiguous sources of

evidence (Table 5). Insofar as academic disciplines, there were not great

differences within or between college and unive:_ ty campuses. (Readers

interested in such data should see Appendices F and G.) The most uncertainty

was found in the Arts/Humanities and the leaSt amongst facul

Natural' Sciences, regardless of campus type.

the Physical/
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Table 3

Definitely Uninfluential Promotion/Tenure Factors
*

In College Settings for Teaching and
Administrative FaCulty Combined

FPQ Factor Name
Mean Ra ing on 7-point Scale

(N=138)

Supervision of Theses. .2

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service .2

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 4

Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus .3

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research .2

Colleague Assessments of Syllabi .6

For a factor to h ve been included in this table it must have been rated in the

bottom ten (ranks 25-34) by faculty in at least 3 of the following groupings:

Assistant Professors, Associate Professors, Full Professors, and Chairmen. It

also must have had a certainty score > 30.
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Table 4

Definitely Uninfluential Promotion/Tenure Factors
*

In University Settings for Teaching and
Administrative Faculty Combined

FPQ Factor Name
Mean Rating on 7-point Scale

(N=289)

Colleague Assessments of Syllabi .4

Election to Faculty Senate .6

Supervision of Field Placements .5

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service .6

Credit Hours Production .8

Evidence of Student Learning in Courses

For a factorto have been included in this table it must have been rated in the
bottom ten (ranks 29-34) by faculty in at least 3 of the following groupings:
Assistant Professors, Associate Professors, Full Professors, and Chairmen. It

also must have had a certainty score >_/5.
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Table 5

Factors Faculty Are Uncertain About Regarding
Their Influence in P/T Decisions*

FPQ Factor

Label and Number

4 Support of Department Policy and Goals
7 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching
8 Grant Support for Research
9 Supervision of Theses
10 Personality Traits and Att_tudes
11 Consultation Record on/off Campus
12 Service on Institution/System Committees
13 Academic Advising.
14 Membershp in Professional Organizations
15 Service. (no fee) to Community
16 Supervision of Field Placements
17 Elected Offices in Organizations
18 Public Presentations of Products%
19 Informal Colleague'Appraisals/Research
20 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research
21 Obtaining Advance Degree
23 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Service
25 Evidence of Student Learning in Courses
26 Election to Faculty Senate
27 Effort to Remain Current in Discipline
28 Credit Hour Production
29 Student Demand for Course
31 Evaluation by SchoOl/Department Committee
32 Availability to Students
33 innovative Effort in Teaching
34 Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus)

Settings in which

Colle es Universities

*
Ambiguous P/T factors have been operationally defined as those FPQ Factors
with means ranging from 1 to 3.2 and certainty scores < 30 for colleges
and < 25 for universities,
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Pre erred FP Factors

As the reader may recall, all FPQ respondents were asked to nom nate up

to five factors they would, prefes to be judged by regardless of the pro ion/

tenure decision. These data give yet another perspective on the decision

process. Tables 6 through 13 show faculty preferences along with the FPQ

factors they saw as influential. The preferences, by academic disciplines,

had to be nominated by at lea- 30 -f that group (an arbitrarily chosen

cutoff point). For example, 51% of the 43 Physical/Natural Science faculty in

Table 6 indicated a preference for "effort to remain current in discipline," and

30% of thiS group expressed a prefe ence for "innovative effort in teaching."

The college faculty as a whole expressed substantial preference for three

FPQ factors: effort to remain current in discipline, student ratings and

evidence of student learning. At least two of these emerge for each of the

separate disciplines, but in no case is more than one of the three ever

viewed as "preferred and presently influential." In other words the agreement

across college disciplines on the preferred forms of evidence is fairly high,

but the agreeFent between preferred and presently influential forms of evidence

is quite low. Moreover, a majo ity of the factors which are most influential

now are based largely on evidence collected in neither systematic nor compre-

hensive manners (refer back to Figures 8 and 9).

The university faculty as a whole p eferred two FPQ factors: publications

and student ratings. The separate disciplines also viewed both of these as

preferred and presently influential. When additional preferences were expressed

they emphasized formal appraisals by colleagues, whether of one's teaching

or one's 'research. Conversely, there appears to be agreement amongst the

university faculty sampled here that a decrease in the influence of data based

on impressionistic and informal evaluations, and in the subsequent use of these

data by chai men and committees, would be preferred.

3 9



In summary, we found a number of the "definitely uninfluential" FPQ

factors emerged as preferred factors when faculty were given a choice. These

preferences emphasize two major sources of formal and systemati data: (a) evi-

dence from students regarding their learning and their evaluations of the teach-

ing; and (b) evidence from colleagues regarding scholarly or artistic achieve-

ments.

Given the fairly clear emergence of most influential, least influential,

and preferred FPQ factors, we want to return now to the potential usefulness

of certainty scores in developing more refined meaning from the project's findi_ngs_,.

As the reader may recall, a high CS value (above 35) means faculty are near

consensus about the use or non-use of a factor in promotion/tenure hea'inis,

whereas a low CS value (under 15) means faculty are in nearly total

over the use or non-use of a factor.

Pre

nen t

erences and Present Influence. An ideal circumstance for campo- ion

makers would be to have high certainty about preferred factors which are, in

fact, presently influential. This circumstance was found more often on the

university campuses than on the college campuses. Publications and student ratings

f classroom performance are highly influential, highly preferred, and university

faculty are near consensus that the factors are used. Conversely, the circumstance

in which dec sion makers should be least satisfied is where a highly preferred

factor has faculty consensus that it is not used. University faculty perceived

three such sources of either evidence or review (factors 7, 20, and 34 on Table 5):

formal colleague appraisals of both research and teaching.

The college decision makers appear to face much more dissatis action in

trying to apply explicit and uniform criteria for promotion/tenure decisions.

Like the university faculty there were two FPQ factors (2 and 22) which were

highly influential, highly preferred, and had high CS values. student ratings

and evaluation by department chairmen (which is a composite factor that mu
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-rely on idiosyncratic influences -However, both college and university

.f.aculties indicated preferences for three factors- that are presently of-

ambiguous use. These were evidence of student learning, currency in discipline,

and innovative effort in teaching amongst the college faculty, and formal

appraisals of teaching, informal appraisals of research, and formal peer apprai-.

sals (off campus) amongst the university faculty. One particularly disturbing

feature of this group of factors, insofar as the project's main -objectives, is

that half of them involve evidence potentially useful for evaluating teaching.
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Ta.ble 6

A Compar son of Presently lnfluen ial and Preferred Factors
for Physical/Natural Sciences College Settings

-N*43)

Grouping Present
Rank

Preferred
Rank

Percen
Indicating
"Preferred"

resen-1 inf uential:

11* 51%Effort to Remain Current in Discipline

Preferred but_not influential enou

Innovative Effort in Teaching 7-5 4.5 30%

Preferred and influentia

Evaluation by Department Chairman 2 2 40%

Student Ratings 4 3 37%

Evaluation by School/Department Comm ttee 6 4.5 30%

Presentl influential 'referred, but not
ty_322.Lorrri_ore:

Obtaining Advance Degree 1

Time in Academic Rank 3

Informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 5

Personality Traits and Attitudes 7.5

Service on Depa tmental Committees 9

Public Presentations of Products 10

* Exact rank orders were only carried out to the tenth rank. Any marked > 11

were actually somewhere between 11 and 34.
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Table 7

A Comparison'of Presently inftuential and Preferred Factors
for Social Sciences:. College Settings

1,122)

Grouping Present
Rank

Preferred
Rank

Percent
Indicating
YPreferred"

Preferred, but not -presently_influentia

Effort to Remain Current in Discipline > 11 2 36%

Evidence-of Student Learn ng n Courses > 11 32%

Preferred, but not infl_uentiel enough:

Preferred and influential:

Student Ratings 2 1 45%

Present] influen ial but n re erred
by 0% or more:

Time in Academic Rank

Obtaining Advance Degree 3

Informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 4

Personality Traits and Attitudes 5

Evaluation by Department Chairman

Innovative Effort in Teaching 7

Service on Departmental Committees 8/5

-Publications

Evaluation by School/Department Committee 10



Table 8

A Comparison of Presently Influential and Preferred Factors
for Art & Humani College Settings

(N=19)

Grouping
Percent

Present Preferred Indicating
Rank Rank "Preferred"-

Ev dence of Student Learning in'Courses

Effort to Remain Current in Discipline

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching

Pre erred but not influenHal enou

Preferred and influential:

3

47%

. 37%

32%

Obtaining Advance Degree 1 2 42%

Presently but not preferred_influential,
by 30%.orpore:

Evaluation by Department Cha rman 2

Evaluation by School/Department Committee 3

Student Ratings 4

Service on Departmental Committees 5

Personality Traits and Attitudes 6

Time In Academic Rank 7

Publications 8.5,

Informal Colleague Apprai als/Teaching 8.5

Serv ce on Institution/System Committees 10

4 4
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Table 9

A Compar Son of Presently Influential and Preferred Factors
for Professional Schools: ,College Settings

.

N=54)

Grouping
Percent

Present Preferred . Indicating .

Rank Rank "Preferred"

Preferred, but not presently influential:

Effort to Remain Current in Discipline

Innovative Effort in Teaching

Evidence of Student Learning in Courses

11

> 1 1

> 11 4

44%

39%

35%

Preferred but not in 1 uent

Pre e -ed and influential:

Evaluation by Department Chairman 2 4 35%

Personality Traits and Attitudes 4 35%

Student Ratings 5 5 33%

Presently influential, but not re erred
by 30% or more:

Obtaining Advance Degree 1

Time in Academic Rank 3

informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 6

Support of Department Policy and Goals

Service on Departmental Committees 8

Availability to Students 9

Evaluation by School/Department Committee . 10



Table 10

A Comparison of Presently Influential and Preferred Factors
--for Physical/Natural Sciences: University Settings

(N=89)

Grouping Present
Rant(

11

Preferred
Rank

Percent
indicating
"Preferred"

Preferred, but no t 'resenti influential:

37%Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching

Preferred, but not in luential_enough:

. Student Rat ngs 7.5 35%

Formal Colleague Appraisals/ReSearch 9 42%

Preferred and influential:

Publications = 1 1 78%

Formal Peer Appraisals (from off ampus) 5 9 34%

Pres_entl influentiat, but not preferred
by 30% or more.:

Grant Support for Research 2

Evalu _Ion by Department Chairman 3

Evaluation by School/Department Committee It

Time in Academic Rank 6

Informal Colleague Appraise s/Teaching 7.5

Effort to Remain Current in Discipline 10
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Table 11

A Comparison of Presen ly Influential and Preferred Factors
for Social Sciences: University Settings

(1k1=70)

Grouping Present
Rank

Preferred
Rank

Percent
indicating
"Preferred"

present] in luen

Preferred, but_notinfluential enou h:

Preferred a-d influentia

Publications

Student Ratings

influential, referred
0% or more:

14

66%

2 30%

Evaluation by School/Department Committee 2

Evaluat on by Department Chairman 3

Time in Academic Rank 5

Public Presentations of Products 6

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 7

Obtaining Advance Degree 8

Informal Colleague 'Appraisals/Research 9

Informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 1 0
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Table 12

A Comparison of Presently Influential and Preferred Factors
for-Arts & Humanities: University Settings

(N=76)_

Grouping

-Preferred

Preferred bu_t not influential enough:

Percent
Present Preferred Indicating
Rank Rank "Prefer-ed"

Formal Peer Appraisals. (from off campus ) 7 2 33%

Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research 9 32%

Preferred and influential:

Publications 62%

Student Ratings 2 9.5 32%

Presentl InfluentIal, but not preferred
by 3O ormore:

Evaluation by Department Chairman

Evaluation by School/Department Committee 4

Public Presentations of Products 5.5

Time in Academic Rank 5.5

Service-on Departmental Committees 9

Obtaining Advance Degree
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Table 13

A Comparison of Presently Influential and Preferred Factors
for Professional Schools: University Settings

(4=54)

Grouping

Preferred, but q_slILITTIly_jsljuential:

Present
Rank

Percent
Preferred Indicating

Rank "Preferred"

Preferred-
,

bi not in luential !21L51:

13 eferred and influential:

Publications 1 2 39%

Student Ratings 3 1 57%

Prasently_influential _ut not referred
by 30% or more:

Evaluation by Department Chairman 2

Public Presentat ons of Products 4

EvaluatiOn- by School/Department Committee 5

Obtaining Advance Degree 6

Service (no fee) to C mmunity 7

Time in Academic Rank 8

Elected Offices in Organizations

'Service on Departmental Committees

9.5

9.5
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Interview Data

Two sets of interview data are available for analysis. Campus presidents

and vice7presidents were individually interviewed during year one, along with

either members of the campus- ide promotion/tenure review committee,

if such a committee existed, or upper level administrators, such as deans

o division heads. The second series of interviews were held dur ng year three- .

with administrators who had had the most contact with the project, and they will

be mainly discussed under "impacts." (Both sets of interview questions are shown

in Appendices A and C.)

The initial interview sought information regarding the decision making

process, i.e., on what basis are choices finally made regarding the-award of

tenure or promotion. A number of generalizations can be made about these

intervielei data.

Whether it be a campus president or a campus-wide committee, heavy reliance

has to be placed on the candidate and his/her colleagues to collect and submit

evidence warranting a favorable decision. The most common complaints by the

decision makers were about the quality and quantity of the evidence reaching them.

Decision makers repeatedly cited how evidence derived in unsystematic ways were

submitted, often also lacking any clear quali ative evaluations. They most

frequently pointed to inadequate evidence in support of teaching, and although the

use of student ratings was encouraging to nearly all,they said the latter suffer

badly from the wide variations- even within a department, in the questions

asked and the interpretations made. The dec -ion makers appealed for some

comparative (normative) basis upon which they could render a judgment, rather

than only upon each individual's unique data.

The evidence submitted on one's research was generally less troublesome,

in an immediate sense. Journal articles and books are tangible products which

can generate judgments, even by judges outside of the content area. The Lc_

5 0



-42-

such tangible evidence became a means by which the decision makers could

justify a fairly: uniform criterion, especially on large campuses where the

probability was high that no decision maker would be directly knowledgable

about the candidate. (This is, of course, just the opposite case on the small

college campuses, where often presidents, and certainly review committee

members, would have some direct knowledge of the candidate.)

The ease with which publications can serve as useful evidence also posed

a dilemma for many of the de-ision makers, who sensed that they felt forced to

place disproportionate weight on publishing, by defaultc i.e., no equally

substantive evidence was commonly available to judge teaching or serv ce. A

not uncommon appeal, then, was for more effort to be placed on improving the

amount and-quality of evidence on teaching.- Many interviewees, especially

at the presidential level, also voiced concern about the tendency for'faculty

eSchew making substanXive recommendations for denial of promotion/tenure.

Instead, such hard deci-i_ns were "bucked to the top." There seem6d to be

an underlying tone of impotence expressed by the administr tors in getting

faculty to more responsibly assume this judgment burden.

In addition, the heavy reliance in universities on using off-campus sources

for evaluative judg-_nts of a candidate's research is In jeopardy. These

sources have apparently been drastically reduced because of their reluctance

to pass judgments which can then be challenged by candidates (due to open records

laws). The latter is an ironical twist, for the validity of such evidence

ties apparently rested very heavily on its unchallengability rather than any

inherent, publicly verifiable worth. Many of our interviewees were not hesitant

to characterize these outside letters as frequently written by persons who fail

to diStinguish between "an evaluation and a testimonial." It is this latter

feature that has pa ticularly suggested to the authors the disingenuous aspects

of such present forms of evidence when used to evaluate faculty applying for

5 1
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promotion or tenure. We cer ainly feel such outside rev e-- sources have

potential, but not without a considerable revision in the vocedures for

collecting the data. As e minimum, explicit efforts have to be taken to

assure adequate motivation by the reviewer and clarity of his/her purpose

in doing the review.
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Project IMpacts_

As- mentioned in the Methodology section of this report, the project

staff were to seek evidence of intended and unintended impacts which could

be attributed to the three year study. Five potentially favorable types of

influence were enumerated at the project's inception:

I. The amount and kinds of data collected to assess the
quality of-faculty performance, especially as they relate
to the teaching function.

The amount of specification and utilization of procedures
for assessing 'faculty performance to make tenure and
promotion 'detisions-.

III. The types of differential weightings given,to faculty
.

functions in assessing individual performance.

IV. The amvunt, types and utilization of professional
development activities, especially as these rela e to
the teaching function.

V. The perceptions of students, faculty, and administrators
regarding the calibre of the education experience provided.

Evaluation efforxs were definitely to include data on types 1_1 & 111, and on

IV and V if possible. We were not successful in collecting any data on number V.

Three kinds of data were collected during the final few months of the project.

The first, and most representative, were from the faculty who completed the FN.

1 .1976. The second were from administ ators and promotion committee members

who were interviewed by project staff. Though tnese individuals were always

informative and more substantive in their responses than the FPQ respondents,

the interview method introduces bias which must be acknowledged. We sought out

persons on each campus whom we either knew, or strongly expected, would be

familiar with our activities and reports. Not all those familiar with the project

gave favorable assessment, and we shall try to note these. Nor were all even

familiar with the project, much to our chagrin. Finally, the third kind of data

refers to anecdotes, unsolicited comments, and activities begun as by-products

of the project.
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Impac_t1: The amount and kinds of data collected to ass!na_yrt_aLislitt
of faculty especjjjas relae _to _the teaching function.

The tremendous increase, since 1973, in the use of student ratings of classroom

performance was by far the most comprehensive influence which could be partially

attributed to the project. In 1973 only a small percentage of OSSHE college and

university departments were regularly soliciting student ratings on their

instructors, and an even smaller percentage of the ratings were actually reaching

promotion/tenure committees. However, every campus in 1976 was utilizing student

. rating data, with a marked increase also in the quality of such data. The latter

probably helps account for the frequency with which faculty nominated such

evidence when asked for preferences.

The HQ data relevant to the use of evidence from students can be seen in

Table 14. The question did not speak to classroom ratings only, but all of our

supportive data have confirmed that other forms of student input have been rare.

We can see that a majority of all faculty perceived an increase in use since

1973. Individual campuses ranged from a 38% increase (college B) to an 89%

increase (college A). Both of these campuses had used quite limited student input

prior to the project, but both sought assistance from the project staff in

develoRing suitable rating forms and procedures and eacf subsequently implemented

comprehensive use of them. The final difference may largely be attributed to

the presidents: one strongly endorses this form of evidence for promotion/tenure

decisions, while the other openly disparages it.

The high perception of increased use ot university C can also be ascribed

=
in part to the project. On this campus tha proj ct sta_f worked closely: a) with

the associated students in developing a campus-wide fo (b) with numerous depart-

ment heads and school deans in select; g appropriate rating forms; and (c) with

promotion/tenure review committee members, providing them with our interim

findings and thus encouraging them to solicit such student input in their reviews

f teaching adequacy.
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Tables 15 and 16 further address this project impact, in showing substantial

increases in the collection of systematic evidence to verify the adequacy of a

candidate's instruction and research. These faculty perceptions are very

reassuring, though each campus' promotion process is still unduly dependent upon

some questionable forms of evidence. Unfortunately, upsurges in collect.ing more

syst matic and formal evidence may be creating, on some OSSHE campuses, unintended

consequences, which one administrator described as follows:

Increased emphasis on the importance of instruction has been
accompanied by increased frustration, because of the fact that
the means for collecting the data are not well understood.
Other criteria, such as degrees obtained, years in rank, and
prior professional experience, are still emphasized in a
)-elatively straightforward fashion.

Perhaps equally distressing is a situation such as the following, where

even after distributing our report on one campus and discussing it with

administrators, one department head answered the following question in th s way:

What changes have you seen in the relative importanCe of promotion/tenure evidence

pertaining to the adequacy of a candidate's instruction?

Course syllabi COM in to me on a yearly basis. They're stored

in my office. There are also a lot of other informal things
1 try to keep track of, e.g., faculty availability is judged by
me as I wander through the halls--I do this for one hour each
day. Promptness of task completion is another area of concern
which I have when I evaluate the performance of faculty. All

in all, 1 believe that I deal with evaluation in an open and
considerate fashion.

We would like to cialm that,such abysmal ignorance of sound evaluation procedures

is rare, but it is not.

Ini.act 11: The amount o
a-sessin

ecification and utilize on of rocedures for
ormance to make tenure and ion deci Ions. Any evidence.

of project influence on changes in this area, beyond what can be inferred from

data already cited, comes mainly from interview- and anecdotes. The most

substantive change came from an entire university school faculty, which completely

rote 1 pol cy and guideline document on promotion and tenure following our

report to them. The dean was determined to remove as much ambiguity as possible,



once our report had confirmed what he and others had long suspected. In other

cases one carpus revised its guidelines and instituted a campus-wide review

committee, while another implemented an entirely new set of criteria and proce-

dures for yearly review of al 1 faculty.

Sometimes our attention has been focused on campu ide committees, and a

member of one of these responded as follows to a question about criteria clarity:

The Committee has tried to increase clarity but I don't think
that we have been very successful. We will continue to work in
this area. Clarity of evaluation criteria is largely a departmental
responsibility. The Committee expects certain departments to be
leaders in the area and 1, for one, am disappointed that some do
not exhibit the kind of leadership that is going to be required if
departments are going to make significant gains in clarification
of evaluative criteria. For example, the colleges of education
should be leaders in the area of the evaluation of teaching.
Typically, they are not.

It is certainly reasonable to assume that there will be many more changes

in the clarity of campus criteria.and procedures once the present report has

had ti-- to be considered by OSSHE faculty and administrators. The impacts

from our-individual campus analyses so imes took twelve months to emerge.

A few quotations from our interviews may help the reader see some of the

problems in stimulating institutional change.

On one campus a dea-ri responded to the question of our campus analysis

having had any influence as follows:

1 think that our Campus Analysis has had three elements of
influence. First, project staff provided a resource capability
to Senate committees in their consideration of policy proposals.
Second, the Campus Analysis (with its presentation of preferred
and influential factors) gave direction for the development of
both critaria and weighting procedures and, in part, justified
the final system as it is now developing. Finally, the periodic
visits by project staff focused attention and occasioned the
reconsideration of administrative thinking relative to process
and evidence used to evaluate faculty.

Unfortunately, a department chairman on the same campus said:

No. I don't think the Campus Analysis did have much influence
on the process or the evidence used to evaluate faculty. The
reason is that people like myself just discarded it because of
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other complications and because of a lack of interest in,
the issues it raised. More recently this lack of interest
has subsided somewhat and I believe that the Campus Analysis
is beginning to be somewhat related to present administrative
considerations of promotion/tenure 'process and evidence.

On another campus three responses are informative. A department Feed

The influences were not as much immediate as they we. e long-
range. Things are happening now as a result of that report
and could well be attributed to it. It was able to force
people to re-examine a number of criteria and the way in which
these were used, and it looks like some new statements will be
made on this matter. I feel a number of new alternatives should
emerge and the benefit from this was that it got everyone
thinking about the whole process.

A second department head replied as follows,

I think that because of the report there has been a great
deal more questioning and concern by faculty about the
whole process of promotion and tenure decisions. Faculty
now seem to want more voice in what is going on, and it has
stimulated concern that is carrying on into the present in
revising some of the criteria and process.

Finally, their dean said,

Only in this last year has the report become widely read.
We are just beginni.ng to see its impact. The Faculty
Senate's present efforts aimed at revision of the criteria
is a direct outgrowth of our Campus Analysis and its findings.
The report's central finding, as far as this group is con-
cerned, is the fact that faculty members viewed the promotion/
tenure criteria differently than their administrative
Counterparts.

Another campus dean gave the following balanced perspective on our efforts

to stimulate change amongst faculty:

I believe the Campus Analysis had little direct impact on
process, or evidence used to evaluate faculty. This needs to
be qualified somewhat. In the beginning, its findings
were viewedas so patently reliable that the general thrust of
its recommendations has become more and more undeniable to
faculty. Over time, faculty have begun to view the Analysis
and its findings and recommendations as definite indicators of
issues which need their attention. More recently, faculty
attention has begun to focus more and more intensively on these
issues, and I believe over time that significant action will
occur. It is important to be realistic in matters related to
promotion and tenure by recognizing that significant change will
probably not ocOur over a short number of years. It can take
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anywhere from five to ten years to make a significant impact
on procedures and perhaps even longer on evidence. However, I

do not believe that this necessitates a negative conclusion
regarding the actual impact of your Campus Analysis.

From our own point of view, those campuses which attributed the most

inf uence to project efforts were clearly from our college group. They were

small enough in size, and perhaps limited enough in mission, to enable discussion

and interchange amongst faculty, administrators, and project staff. Discussions

were seldom effected at our three universities, where their greater size and

multiple missions made campus-wide dialogs formidable. Nevertheless, our

results do suggest that heightened awareness of shortcomings in faculty

evaluation, especially regarding teaching, has also occurred on our university

campuses.

differential given to faciliaf_unctions
in assessing indivic11.121_Berformance. This was a particularly difficult impact to

try to assess. When it was formulated early in theproject, we had been led to

believe that (a) policy statements about the importance of instruction, e.g.,

"more weight", "the most attention to...", or only "superior teaching", etc.,

could be taken literally, and (b) evidence would be in dossiers as well as in

minutes from review committees. Neither assumption was verifiable. Campus

policies on confidentiality of records prevented our staff from actually

examining dossiers, although administrators usually shared sample ones with

us. Furthermore, several faculty and department heads gently suggested that

we were quite naive to think that the evidential sources for promo ion/tenure

decisions would be clear from either committee minutes or actual dossiers.

We still do not know.

One instance of change on a large campus was encouraging to us. We had

interviewed each campus-wide co ittee member and then shared their responses

(anonymously) with them. Several seemed shocked that such contradictory and

Po- ly defined criteria were being used by the members, and subsequent efforts
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we e taken by the chairmen to generate more consensus on criteria A year

later one committee member said the relative importance of teaching, research,

and service was as follows:

The. Promotion Tenure Committee takes the position that
instruction rates equally with scholarship (scholarship--
40%, instruction--40%, institutional service-10%, and
community service-10%).-

It's hard to say whether or not this formalized approach
has resulted in an increased emphasi.s on teaching. There is
no doubt, however, that the emphasis on instruction, as far as the
Committee is concerned, is muchmore clear now than it has been in
the past.

A co lege dean responded to the same question in this way.

I have come to recognize the need to be more tangible when
evaluating instruction. I came to this realization largely
as a result of the AFP study. I look for sources of evidence
that will support decisions about the teaching function. At
the same time, however, one must keep in mind that academic
preparation remains an essential quality of sound instruction.
This was also true in the past. The difference now is that I am
attempting not to take my faculty members' teaching for
granted.

All other results are anecdotal and neither more nor less convincing than

these. It is our impre sion that the relative weights given to the primary

functions are probably not substantially changed as a consequence of our activities.

What has seemed to change though, is the increased emphasis given to systematic

and substantive evidence on inst-uction which would be a very impor ant

change if the quality of instruction is ever to be verified or improved.

Im ac IV: The amount es

activities, es eciall as these.
and utilization o

e a e to the teachina
-ofessional develo ment
unction. The results

regarding this impact were disparate, and attributing the positive ones to the

project would be highly tenuous. A few campuses were able to save some money

from operating budgets and devote the savings to special instructional efforts,

Mainly in the form of workshops or mini-grants. These efforts are commendable

and probably will be repeated whenever possible, but they could,hardly be

attributed to projec
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Two major instructional development projects were launched in the fall

f 1976, and these were direct outgrowths from the project. One is supported

by State funds at Eastern Oregon State College, and the second by FIPSE funds at

Portland State University. Each is devoted to assisting faculty in the

improvement of their instruction, and in collecting credible evidence on how

such irprovements affect student learning. We feel confident that neither

campus would have similar efforts presently underway had it not been for the

present project.
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Table 14

Responses to Question 1: "Since 1973 what changes, if any, have

you seen in the use of promotion/tenure evidence

collected from students regarding adequacy

of instruction?"

Percent indicating Each Response

Unit Responding
A decrease

in us

No change from

low usage in a t

No change from

hi h usa-e in ast

College Faculty Combined (N.144)
4% 28% 10%

College A (1027) 0 11

College B (N.59) 3 43

College C (053)
7 20 20

University Faculty Combined N- -4) 5% 19% 10%

University A (N=149) 6 15 15

University B (N*88) 7 30 9

University C (N.97)
3 13 LI

Increase Don't

in u e Know

52% 5%

89 0

38 10

49 2

63% 2%

62

51

74

61



Table 15

Responses to Question 2e: 'Since 1973 what changes, if any, have

you seen in the importance of systeMatic evidence

used to verify the adequacy of a promotion/

tenure candidatelsinstruction?"

Percent Indicating Each Response

Unit Responding
A decrease

im

in

ortance

Low importance in

'ast and no chanac

High importance in

past_and no chanE

Increased

imprtance

Don't

Know

College Faculty Combined (N4144) 4% 30%: 18% 38% 8%

w
1

College A (N=27) 15 19 56 4
L.I.

1

College (P59) 2 40 15 28. 15

Colic C (N=58) 5 27 20 41 3

University Faculty'Combined (N.334) 19% 21% 51% 4%

University A (10149) 5 15 24 51 3

University B (1128B) 2 31 18 41 4

University C (1097) 1 14 19 58 4
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Table 16

Responses to Question 2b: "Since 1973 what changes, if any, have

you seen in the importance of systematic evidenCe

used to verify the adequacy of a promotion/

tenure candidate's Research or

Scholarly Development?"

Unit Responding

Percent Indicating Each Response

A decrease in Low importance in high importance in,

_jm ortance_ _jastilnd no chan9e

8% 36% 19%

7 22
7

5 35 20

10 44 24

College Faculty Combined (N.144)

College A (11.27)

College B (059)

College C (PO

Increased

im ortance

Don't

Know

1

tn_

47
1

25%

56,

20

15

10%

7

18

3

University Faculty Combined ([0334)

University A (N.149)

University B (IOU)

University C (097)

4%

1

9

2

5% 48% 37% 4%

45 46 3

io 41 28 7

4 57 32
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OVERVIEW AND IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION

The present findings suggest some new ways to consider the policies and

procedures guiding the evaluation of faculty. The popular claim that faculty

on unive sity campuses ignore their teaching responsibilities, in contrast

to faculty at small colleges who do not, remains much too simplistic. In

fact, we found that the university faculty have made somewhat greater ef orts

to collect observable evidence regarding their teaching than have the college

faculty, when prometion/tenuredecisions were being made. But the overwhelming

conclusion from this study is that there has been an absence of systematically

collected evidence to evaluate instruc ion on both kinds of campuses.

The evaluation of college and university faculty has always been complex,

just as the evaluation of educat on has been, and the difficulties are present

on every campus. Yet, the university faculty, who have research responsibilities,

may have some advantages, since tangible products from research and/or artistic

activities are easily obtainable and visibly rewarded (Tuckman and Hagemann, 1976).

We can conveniently get judges to assess pa ntings or a symphony or a book of

poems or a research experiment. One can get total agreement on whether research

grants are obtained. But what procedures conveniently exist for judges to

determine whether students learned, or whether a course's content is obsolete?

Faculty in both colleges and universities do have instructional products to

show, but the absence of credible evaluation procedures means that neither usually

produce any observable evidence for performance evaluations. This dearth

systematic evidence used to evaluate the teaching function is a finding Astin

and Lee bemoaned a decade ago.

If the ultimate measure of the teacher's effectiveness is
his impact on the student--a view which few educators would
disputeit is unfortuante that those sourCes of information
most likely to yield information about this influence are
least likely to be used (1966, p. 364).
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In our interviews with campus executive office s- we often found them

deeply aware of this lack of evidence regarding teaching. Their degrees of

discomfort over this ranged f om resignation to sharp criticism of department-

level administrators for tolerating such practices. The university administra-

tors more often expressed dissatisfaction with the quality and quantity of dossier

materials than did the college administrators, but this is hard to evaluate.

The latter, for obvious reasons,,had much more confidence in their knowledge

gained from personal acquaintance with the candidates. We view such acquaintance-

ships as deceptively misleading in judging quality of job performance. They

might inform a president about the quality of a faculty member mind, or

th ough chance observations the diligence shown in being present on the job.

But, insofar as performing the instructional function, we submit that other kinds

of evidence are needed and they a e typically neither sought nor supplied.

The present findings, as a whole, point to significant gaps between

institutional policy statements regarding promotion/tenure criteria and the

data collected to verify their attainment. Such findings are not unique to

Oregon. Other research (e.g., Eble,. 1972) covering the last decade has shown

faculty members to be unable to generate much substantive progress in developing

equitable and adequate methods for assessing performance whether of faculty,

programs, or institutions. The reality is that faculty members remain in

control of what is valued, and the determination of what evidence will be used to

substantiate the attainment of those values. Campus administrators are commonly

torn between this expression of the idealism of the academy on the one hand, and

the management realities they must face, including the pressures of judging

one's colleagues and their work, on the other. The consequence is frequently

a stalemate regarding proposals for change in'the assessment process. How ver,

the presen: national economic forecasts may exert a new kind of pressure

for changes a, ngst academics. Campuses are unlikely to be growing in the
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foreseeable future, and therefore harsh const aints shall bear' upon administra-

tors to assure high quality performance with existing resources. The times, for

'better-or-worsei-may-be-optimal-forTraising fundamental questi ns,about :the

purposes and methods of evaluating faculty.

In the short ,span,of our study_we have,seen some noteworthy efforts

within OSSHE to improve faculty performance review procedures. Almost without ..

exception, the impetus for these efforts originated from high,ly placed adminis7

trators, an observation clearly in suppol of our bias that direction for improve-

ment must come f o_ the top. This is not to say that .we advocate unilateral and

arbitrary imposition of changes, from above: To the contrary, we firmly believe

faculty members must be active in the design and development of the procedures.

Further, our observations within OSSilE, and 7n selected campuses across the nation,

confirm the ability of many administrators and faculty to work together productive-

ly when administrative leadership is_ present.

So where, on the basis of the present finding: might a campus adminis rator

begin to develop-incentive models capable of positively influencing the qual ty

f instruction? We would recommend a methodology similar to the one used in this

project. This would mean two kinds of focused activities would be initiated.

The first would be to find a means-- n individual, a committee,a task

force--for reviewing and thoroughly analyzing the institution's policy and gulde-

line statements ,governing salary, tenure and promotion decisions, to establish:

a) their compliance with administrative rules;

b) that the emphasis given to the three major professorial functions,
viz., instruction, scholarship, and service, is consistent with the
established mission of the inst tution;

an optimal degree of consistency between policy and guideline documents;

d) the extent to which criteria and their minimum necessary evidence, as
required for faculty and administrator evqluation, are specified; and

e) the extent to which evidence to be gathered by systematic methods is
made available to the decision makers.
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The-second set of activities should focus upon faculty Perceptions and

preferences) regarding what influences salary, tenure, and promotion decisions.

The discrepancies between policy intentions and what is perceived, and there will

be-many, are not only informative but also excellent subject matter for dialogi

and the FPQ instrument could serve as a good way to determine such discrepancies,..,.

Th s-data 66614.i-hen be compared with the Policy arialYsIS, and Steps taken to,

alter, increase and/or elimThate types and -sources of evidence.

It is our expectation that any campus completing these two sets ofactivities.

will be in a position to simplify and improve their faculty evaluation protedures,

and thereby provide considerably more realistic incentives for faculty. For

example, there should be no way to-continue the justification of a "shot gun"

approach to assessment. The business of collecting anyand all kinds of data

having some face validity can stop. Our findings have repeatedly shown that

a very limited number of criteria and review sources should satisfy (a) the

reality of making decisions (decision makers do pot_ utilize dozens of variables

in making a choice, even though they may think they do), and (b) the preferences

of faculty, who have said in the study that they would prefer t- be judged with

'systematic, product-oriented evidence.

A good start on the simplification of the reviea process would be to affi m

the use of those criteria and review sources in,which there is consensus that

they are (a) definitely influential and (b) consistent with inst tutional policy..

(The criteria shown in Figures 7 and 8 would be an example of the first half

of the conditional statement.) Such an affirmation process should produce,

a list of criteria quite reduced from its original size.

Furthermore
, the process would serve to eliminate all criteria which

occupy an ambiguous status. Table 5 is a good example of how numerous criteria

allegedly influencing promotion decisions can be ambiguous and provide only noise in

the decision process. These should be removed from guideline documents until
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consensus can be achieved regarding their value, and operational definitions

assigned to them. Just this step, in the Oregon System, Could save inestimable-

amounts of energy, and probably reduce widespread faculty cynacism about the

present promotion process. And what good does it do the edibility of a

campus to list a cr terion, e.g., "formaL colleague appraisal of one's teaching"

is required for favorable review, when neither formal procedures nor explicit-

criteria actually exist? (These actions might prove devastating- for the usUally

unwritten criterion "evidence on personality traits and general attitude"--but

all to the good. If it cannot be operationally defined, then why should it

be -allowed to exert influence on a salary, tenure or promotion decision?)

We would anticipate that somewhere between four and six criteria will

initially emerge and be justified for use on a college or university campus,

foilowing a comprehensive review of the plomotPon process. These would definitely

include (a) student clas room evaluations, (b) publications and/or artistic

products, and (c) evidence of student learning. Two review sources are likely:

by department chairpersons and either department or school committees. Reviews

by interdisciplinary groups, e.g., a un versity-wide committee, raised serious

questions for us because of the wide disciplinary differences in criteria and

standards. Rather than force a dilution by merging, we would prefer to see

broad campus disciplines set their own criteria. Such differences, according

to our data, are so -what less likely to be a problem On college campuses,

where a campus-wide set of criteria might not be impractical to develop.

There is some probability two or three Other sources of evidence will emerge,

perhaps in the "service to the campus" area, but no more will be necessary nor

probably defendable from a measurer: nt viewpoint. Faculty and administ ators can

then re-define their purposes and the incentive process ne essary for promoting

and Iuaintdlniny high quality perforinance. Teke, for example, the significant

influence given to the attainment of a doctorate on the college campuses.

7 1



-It was eXplained to us that this is the best indication of a person's. currency .

in discipline. Why is this so, and for how long would this be trueone-year,

five.years twenty? Universities do not rely so heavily on such a proxy. Their

position essentially says- tangible research products must be produced and judged

by one's peers. The doctorate is considered an excellent, but not absolutely

necessary, way to acquire the requisite skills and knowledge to produce researc

_-
products. It is a means to an end.- On some-college campuses it may have

become an end, in itself.

What this thorough review of the promotion process cou 0 accomplish, in -part

is a visibility for the instructional function that has not been present on the

campuses. In order to serve several major audiences or consumers, faculty are_

typically hired to perform three major functions. Research/scholarly develoOment'

mainly serves society and academic disciplines.. Instruction mainly serves

students. Service activities mainly serve the community and the campus. The

evidence tollected to evaluate a professor's performance should reflect nese

audiences, but our findings demonstrate that the:student audience does .not get

the same degree of concern as the other audiences do. Concerns about the quality

f instruction were not.found to absorb significant administrator or faculty,

energy. Of tour e good instruction is desired, but when the-e is no formal

system of assessment it .runs the danger of becoming taken for granted, and adminis-H

trator energy gets focused only on the negative extreme: gross negligence of

teaching responsibilities. Genuine and frequent attention by admin strators to

teaching,'along with clear means of rewarding high quality performance, should

markedly legitimatize a function that has for too, long been given benign neg.lect.

A large proportion of our faculty were found to prod high quality

performance on all our campuses. Likewise, we saw excellent leadership in

many campus administrators. With these elements present, and we believe them

7 2



to be on any campus, continued improvement possible, and the findings

Of this study can support those Policy makers t4ho desire to more closely

match policy state -nts with ac ual. practice..

7 3
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Name

Interview Form for Institution Administra ors
Relating to Tenure-Promotion

School Dept /D v

Date

Rank

From whom do you receive tenure and promotion reco -endations?

a) In what form do you receive them?

2. What do you see as the main perspective or focus for each source

named in Question 17

To whom do you make tenure and promotion recommendations

In what form do you transmit them?

4. Is the final decision an individual or collective one?

Individual Collective

If a collect ve decision, was consensus established on the

meaning of rank and/or tenure? Yes No

(la) If yes what was it?

7 6



Continued

(b) If a collective decision, was there any effort to set standards

for tenure and/or promotion? Yes --- No

(lb) if yes Obtain copies or a description

What kinds of.evidence were most convincing to you in judging the

funCtions of:

) Teaching

(la) Did you make any distinc ions in this evidence when judging-

assistant to associate or associate t- professorF If so,

what were they?

(b) Research

(lb) Did you make any distinct ons in this evidence when judging

assistant to associate or associate to p ofessor? If so,

what were they?



5. Con inued

-) Institutional Service

(lc) Did you make any distinctions in this evidence when judgipg
q

.essistant to associa e or associate to professor? If so

what were they?

(d) Communi y Servic

(ld )-Did you make any distinctions in this evidence when judging

assistant to a

what were they

sociate or associate to professor? If so,

6. What gaps or problems occurred in the data provided in the candidates'

files?

How were these usually resolved?

(b) Any recommenda ions?



-G7-

7. What kind of cases are the most difficult for you to decide?

8. How do you handle differing standards between departments (e.g., some

rate everyone "excellent" while others use less superlative descrip-

tion some supply mainly "soft' data, etc.)?

9. What changes, if any, would you like to see in the review process?

10. What advice would you g ve in light of your experience, to a new

assistant professor to a sure' the attainment of promotions and

tenure?

7 9
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Appendix B

Sampling Methodology: 1973-76

This sect on presents (:). the sampling philosophy that guided data collec-

tion activities, ) departmental sampling procedures employed during the

73-74 academic year, (c) system-wide sampling procedures followed du ing the

73-74 academic year, (d) sampling of professional schools during the 7479

academic year, and.(e) the 76-76 follow-up of 73-74 respondents.

Overall Sampljng PhjloSophy_

The sampling methodology described in this section was designed to culminate

in sequential data collections that would enable project staff to meet data

requirements as set forth in the November, 1979, AfP Evaluation Plan. In each

case the purpose of sample selection activities was to select sites so that

generalizations could be made which, in turn, would reflect-upon each of five'

broad research questions (referred to as "Impact Areas" in the Evaluation Plan

included amoung the five research questions were: (a) What is the amount and

quality -f evidence used to 'collect and to assess faculty performance; (b) what

proced-res are used for collecting evidence of teaching quality and how is the

evidence utilized in the tenure and promotion decision-making proces-s-es-,

(c) are there differences in the weights assigned or ascribed to teaching,

professional development, and service when a decision is made regarding a faculty
.

member's promotion or tenure status; (d) what effect will the presence of AFP

Staff within departments or within OSSHE have upon the amount and quality of

faculty professional development activitiäs that have as their primary purpose

the improvement of teaching quality; and (e) what are the perceptions of students

regarding the calibre of the educational experience they receive?

To help address these questions it was decided to begin in the 73-74 academic

year by collecting Faculty Interview Form (FIF) data from two stratified

"samples" of OSSHE faculty members. This .process resulted in the development

81
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of: a departmental sample (selected by department for adequate discipline and

institution coverage) and a system-yide sample (selected by individual for

adequate OSSHE coverage).

the 74-75 academic year the FlF was again used as- the primary data

collection instrument for assessing professional sceol faculty member's percep-

t ions of the promotion/tenure process. This sample included faculty from four

profes ional-schools at the University of Oregon and from the Health Sciences

Center.

The natu e of each of these th ee samples and t e_procedu es used to

select them are described in the following three sections.

Individuals within the departmental, the system-wide, and the professional

school stimples were selected through: the use of identical sample selection criteria.

In order for a facultY member to have been included in either one of these sample

groups, he must have been et least at the rank of assistant professor with a

.50 FTE appointm.ent in an instructional area. Both of these criteria were

examined for alVSystem faculty by using the fal), 1973, OSSHE Payroll List.

The reader will no doubt notice that the sampling approaches we have chosen

to use deviate somewhat from standard sample selection criteria. To the extent

that procedures do meet these criteria, we should be able to make a strong case

in favor of the argument that whatever factors, other than the project, influenced

one sampling site will have influenced othe site. either equally or, when obvious,,

11:be accountable for in our analyses. To the extent that our procedures do not--

meet these criteria it should be stated that we chose to select our sample in

the manners described for a variety of reasons and stand ready to defend both

our selection schemes and the integrity of the data which they generated.

De.artmental Sampliprg Procedures 73774)

During the early fall, 1973, a four-category departmental classification

was developed which, in essence, allowed AFP Staff to classify departments by

discipline types. The categories included were: ) fine arts and humanities;

8 2
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(b) physical/natural sciences; (c) social sciences; and ) professional

schools. The fine arts and humanities category includes departments such as

music, English, philosophy, humanities, and art. The physical/natural sciences

category includes departments such as biology, zoology, mathematics, and chemis-
40

try. The social sciences catagory includes departments such as history,

psychology, economics, and anthropology. The professional schools category

includes departments such as business, education, agriculture, and engineering.

Each institution was classified according to the highest degree o fered to

its students. Institutions classified as PhD granting or "University" types

included Oregon State University, Portland State University, and the University

of Oregon. Institutions classified as bachelor or master degree granting

institutions or "College" types included Eastern Oregon StateCollege,Oregon

College of Education, Southern Oregon State College, and Oregon Institute of

Technology. The latter of these institutions was excluded from most data analyses

because of its specialized nature.

Using these two classif. :ation schemes (i.e., discipline type and institution

type) AFP Staff selected 25 departments which, in aggregrate, provided adequate

coverage of each type of discipline within each type of institution.

Twenty-three of the 25 target departments (52%) agreed to participate with

us by providing data for the AFP Project. Within each of the 23 departments

AFP Staff (a) conducted a personal interview with the faculty admini ator

(usually the department chairperson), (b) examined all written procedures and

guidelines, and (c) constructed departmental information-process flow-charts of

the departmental tenure/promotion iictivities.

The next step was to collect Faculty Interview Form (FIF) data on a

voluntary basis within each department. Included within these 23 departments

were a total of 423 eligible faculty members (.50 FTE'assistant professors

or above). Packets were developed for each of these faculty members. Each
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packet contained a cover letter that explained the purposes of the FIF,

directions for completing the FIF, the FIF itself, and a stamped self-addressed

return envelope.

Before data collection began, the decision was made by AFP Staff to

everything that was reasonably possible, within the limitations of the Project's

resources, to attain departmental response rates of 70% or above. It was felt

that the data which would result from response rates any lower than 70% would

be too biased to have the degree of confidence that we felt was necessary for

the kinds of generalizations and conclusions that we desired to have the

capability to make.

Data collection began in late January of 1974 and continued through.

April 15, 1974. During this period of time, AFP Staff tried to personally

deliver each faculty member's FIF packet in 20 of the 23 departments in three

of the departments it was decided, for a variety -f reasons, to mail the FIF

packets to each faculty member--this procedure resulted in an overall -e ponse

rate for the three "mailed" departments f 66.0%). lf, after a maximum of three

visits to the 20 "personal contact" departments,'an AFP Staff member was not able

to personally contact a faculty member, the FIF packet was left with a handwritten

note which expressed our regret that a personal contact wzs not made and requested

the faculty member's cooperation. Of the eligible faCulty members in the 20

"personal contact" departments 302 or 85.5% of the FIF packets were personally

delivered and accepted. A total of 37 or 10.5% were left with a pe _onal note,

and 14 or 4.0% of the contacted faculty members refused to participate. This

efusal rate was included in the calculation of the overall response rate.

Subsequent to the delivery of the FIF, if no response was received from a facul

member within two or three weeks, then he rece,ved either (a) follow-up

"reminder letter," (b) a phone call from an AFP Staff member, or (c) a personal

visit from an AFP Staff member, Of the 423 faculty members in the total faculty
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member sampling pool (this includes "mailed" and "personal contact" departments)

completed questionnaires were received from 346 or 81.8%.

ste -wide Samdiny Procedures 73-74)

Because the attribution -problem discussed in the Evaluation Plan,

became necessary during January of 1974 to devise a set _f procedures that

would allow a system-wide sample to be selected which could be used to collect

FIF data identical to that gathered from the selected departmental samples. This

was accomplished by First excluding from the OSSHE Payroll List all faculty mem-

bers who were in one of the 25 previously approached and/or sampled departments.

This, in effect, left a sampling pool: that included each faculty member within

OSSHE who was at the rank of assistant professor or above who also had a .50 FTE

appointment in an undergraduate instructional area within the seven institutions.

Within each institution and for each of the three professorial ranks a serial

number was assigned to each individual in every department eligible for inclusion in

system-wide sampling. Seven lists for each of the three professorial ranks were

thusly developed (one for each of the seven institutions). In this manner 614

as istant profes ors, 581 associate p ofessors, and 640 full professors were

identified as being eligible for inclusion in the first mailing to the system-wide

sample (see the following -p_ -graph for a description of this "first mailing" and

the second "replceinent ma iing"). As with the departmental sample, Faculty

Interview Form (FIF) packets were assembled for each selected faculty member.

Each packet contained a cover letter requesting participation and explaining the

purposes of the AFP Pr-j--t a sheet of directions for completing the FIF, a

copy of the FIF, and a stamped self-addressed return envelope.

The above-described selection process resulted in a first mailing to

562 faculty members during I te March of 1974. W thin a period of app oximately

two and one-half weeks approximately one-third of those packets mailed in March

were returned to Teaching Research. Rather than using follow-up letters (which
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are notoriously ineffective) to raise the response rate, it was decided that

the most comprehensivecoverage of the System would be attained by mailing to

a second groupof FIF "replacement" faculty members. These were selected by

replacing each packet m_ led in the fir mailing bu_ which had not yet been

turned with a packet for as similar a faculty member as possible. A replace-

ment faculty member was operationally de'fined by use of the 1973 OSSHE Payroll

Listing. Since all faculty members were numbered by rank within each department,

it was possible to replace a non-responding ftrst mailing faculty member with the

next numbered faculty member from the list of non-se -cted but eligible respon-

dents. For example, if assistant professor number 47 at Oregon State Universi

had not responded after two and one-half w- ks, we then replaced that person

with assistant professor number 48 from the Oregon State University list.

This procedure had the effect of replacing first mailing non-respondents

with a person who w quite likely to be in the same discipline at the same rank.

In fact, if the next pers-n down on the list was not in the same department, the

person preceding the non-respondent on the list waS selected as the replacement.

For example, if associate professor number 62 at Oregon State Unk/ersity had not

responded after two and one-half weeks, we checked to see if associate profes or

number 63 was in the same department. If he was not, then we would replace

associate professor number 62 with associate professor number 61. If this

procedure failed to obtain a replacement within the same department ( e., if the

department contained only one faculty member at that particula rank), then the

replacement became the next person down on the list regardless of department.

A total of 386 "replacement" packets were mailed during the second week of April.

A final twist to this replacement procedure consisted of 'not using more than one
Ith

completed FIF for any original "slot" in the one-third system-wide:sample. In

other words, if, because a faculty member from the First group had not repsonded

after two and one-half weeks, a replacement was sent to another individual, and
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if after a period of six weeks both the original and the replacement for that

one position finally were returned to Teaching Research, then only the original

packet was used-in the final analyses (the replacement packet was not used).

A total of 13 "duplicate" FIF respondents were excluded from the final analyses

because the "original" member of the pair was finally returned.

Using the above-described procedures, namely, the original mailing and the

replacement scheme, a total of 330 completed FIF's were returned from the

three professorial ranks. On the basis of the total number mailed (955) this

resulted in an overall response rate of 34.6% (with replacements and excluding

dupl ates). This response, based upon the "replaceffent scheme", insured

greater system-wide representativeness.

addition to the one-third sampling procedure that has been described for

selecting the system-wide sample, we tried to get as many FIF responses from

department chairpersons as possible. A total of 146 OSSHE depart nt chairpersons

w-re identified by using both institutional bulletins (catalogues) and the

payroll list. We chose not to sample from among these individuals. Instead,

we mailed an FIF packet to each department chairperson. These packets consisted

of e= entially the same inserts as were included in the previously descr bed

packets for the assistant, associate, and full professors. Since we mailed to

all available department chairpersons within the System, there was no opportunity

for replacement. Instead of replacing as we did for the non-chairperons, a

reminder letter was mailed a ter a p--iod of three weeks to each non-respondi

chairperson. A total of 103 completed FIF's were returned from Jie group out

of the 143 mailed. This resulted in an overall department chairperson response

rate of 72.0.

P ofessionAl School Sam ling Procedures (74-75

Because the Year 1 data collection strategy called for a focus on faculty who

were involved in undergraduate instruction, coverage of faculty Ln professional
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schools was not as complete as it otherwise might have been. While the

73-74 campus analyses reported data for some professional school faculty,

the results which compared the four discipline types indicated a need for more

data from professional school faculty. Early in 1975 it was decided that a

second major data collection effort would greatly enhance our understanding of

the overall promotion/tenure process. The data collection would focus exclusively

on professional school faculty.

The major suppliers of data were faculty from the State ystem's Health

Sciences Center (viz., Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing) and faculty

from four professional schools at the University of Oregon (viz., Architecture.

Education, Journalism and Law). A slightly revised 31-item FIF was used to survey

faculty perceptions in these schools. All faculty in each setting were included

in our data collection effort.

Questionnaire packets were developed for each eligible faculty member.

The packets contained a cover letter explaining the project's purposes, and FIF,

and a stamped self-addressed return envelope. A total _f 363 completed forms

we-e returned resulting in an overall professional school response rate of 77%.

Fellow-pp_Sampl ing_ Procedures_ (75776)

in an attempt to help determine the extent and na ure of the project's

impacts since its beginnings in 1973,a major foll w-up data collection strategy

was developed for use during the_f.,i,rial C months of the project. In the

early spring of 1976 all faculty who repsonded during 73-74 to the original FIF

were ta geted to receive a 34-item third generation FIF that is hereafter referred

to as the Faculty Perception Questionnaire (FPQ).

Data collectipn began in mid-April 1976 and con inued through June 10, 1976.

A total of 485 completed FPQ's were returned from the three univers ty and three

college campuses of interest. Returns were also received from the Oregon

Institute of Technology but they have been excluded from this report's analyses
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becaus-_ of the specialized nature of the institution. The overall follow-up

response rate was 77%.
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Appendix C

Interview Questions Used with
Presidents, Deans, and Others

During Follow-up (1976)
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The following questions formed the basis for individual interviews with

32 campus administrators during the spring of 1976. Each was asked his/her

perception of any changes which have occurred since 1973 egarding:

The evidence collected from students for the purpose of judging

the adequacy of a promotion/tenure candidate's instruction?

2. The relative importance of promotion/tenure evidence pertaining

to the adequacy of a candidate's instruction?

The clar ty of the criteria used to evaluate faculty?

4. The campus resources devoted to the improvement of teaching quality?

A final question was:

5. Are you aware of our report entitled Campus Ana -sis: Factors

Influencing Promotion/Tenure Decisions? NO YES

What influences, if any, did it have on the process and evidence

used to evaluate faculty?
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Faculty Perception Questionnaire (FPO and
Directions for Completion
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FACULTY PERCEPTION QUE TIONNAIRE

TEACHING RESEARCH DIVISION
HIGHER EDUCATION RESEARCH PROGRAM

MONMOUTH, OREGON 97361
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FACULTY PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Directions for Completing Parts A and 8:

Part A consists of 34 factors, each of which has been used by various departments as sources of information in promotion and
tenure decision processes. No department uses all the factors, and it is very unlikely that any two would assign identical influ-
ence ratings to those used. The steps for completion are described below.

Step 1: In Column 1 (Factor Use) check each factor that you believe is currently used within your department when making
promotion and/or tenure decisions. Use the space provided at the bottom of the page to add any factors that are
used but not listed.

Step 2: Using the 7-point scale at the top of the page, indicate in Column 2 your perception of the present degree of influ-
ence for each of those factors that you checked in Column 1 as being used within your department.

Step 3: For each factor rated in Column 2 indicate in Column 3 (by circling t, 0, or I) your opinion as to whether the factor
increased, decreased, or showed no change in influence since 1973.

Step 4: In Column 5 consider all 34 factors plus any others yau may have added, and check the 5 factors that you would
prefer to have the greatest influence upon pr imotion and tenure decisions within your department.

Step 5: Please complete the questions in Part B (on the back side of the questionnaire ) and return it to us in the elf-
addressed envelope for processing.

(Col, 1)

Example of Partially Complet d u 'onnairePart A

Used But Very
Minor Influence

(Col. 2)

Moderate Influence

3

Very Significant
Influence

(Col. 3) (Col. 4) (Col. 5)

Check ( each factor used iii
your department

Lls.ng the above scale. rate
each cheCked feCtor for the

AS5,52ant lc AsSociale
decision

For each rated factor, circle
one cnoiCe 10 anew en inCrenSe
(T), decreese (1) or no change
(0, in influence since 1973 Factor

Check (il the five factors you
Would' prefer to De

most .nfluenbal

1 0 1

N

0

T

0
0

°

I

Q



Used but Very
Minor Influence

1
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Faculty Perception Questionnaire
Rating Seale for Part A

3

Moderate Influence

4 5

Very Significant
Influence

7

Col I Col 2 Col 3 CoL 4 COl. 5

Check ( ./ )
each fa..Or
used in your
department

ing the
abv scale,
rata each

checked factor
fOr the

Assistant
to Assocate

dec.sion

For eaCh rated
tactor. circle

one choice to
snow an in-
crease (f ),
decrease (.I.)
or no change

10) in ntluence
s,nce 1973

FACTOR
Chock ( vi)

the fiVe
factors you

would prefer
to be most
influential

1 0 1. 1 Publication in scholarly journals and books

T 0 I 2. Student ratings of instructor performance

0 3. Contributions to departmental committees

0 4. Support of departmental policy and goals

0 I S. Assessment of course syllabi and examinations by colleagues

' 6. Informal and impressionistic appraisal of teaching by colleagues

O 7. Formal and systematic appraisal of teaching by colleagues

T 0 I. 6. Success in attracting grant support for research and scholarship

1 0 I 9. Supervision of theses

170 10. Personality traits and general attitude

0 I 11. Consultation record on and off campus

12. Record of service on college/university _ SSFIE committees
' 0 13. Academic advising

7 0 1 14. Membership in professional organizations

7 0 L 15. Service (no fee) to local and/or state community

0 16. Supervision of field placements (practicum students, residents or fellows)

0
.

17. Elected offices in professional organizations

' 0 18. Public and/or professional presentations of research/artistic products

19. Informal (general, impressionistic) colleague appraisal of research and/or artistic
work

o 20. Formal (product examination) colleague appraisal of research and/ or artistic work

21. Obtaining advanced degree

_ ! 22. Evaluation by department chairman

0 23. Informal (general, impressionistic) colleague appraisal of service work
0 24. Formal (product examination) colleague appraisal of service work

Evidence of student learning in courses

. 0 26. Election to Faculty Senate

0 27. Effort to remain current in discipline

0 1 26. Credit hour production

o 29. Student demand tor course

0 30, Time in academic rank

! 0 31 . Evaluation by school/department committee

, !
-

32. Availability to students
0 Innovative effort in teaching

34. Formal and systematic appraisal of the candidate by peers outside of institution

---------Fv-ir
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Part B

Please circle your choice for each item.

1. Since 1973 what changes, if any, have you seen in the use of promotion tenure evidence collected from students regarding
the adequacy -of instruction?

A decrease
in use

No change from No change from Increase
low usage in past high usage in 'past in use

DK

2. Since 1973 what changes, if any, have you seen in the importance of systematic evidence used to verify the adequacy of a
promotion/tenure candidate's:

(a) Instruction?

A decrease in Low importance in High importance in Increased
importance past and no change past and no change importance

(b) Research or Scholarly Development?

A decrease in
importance

Low importance in High importance in Increased
past and no change past and no change importance

DK

DK

3. Senate Bill 413. passed in the last Oregon Legislature, completely revised the rules governing confidentiality of faculty
personnel files. One of the major consequences was to prohibit anonymous judgments (except certain kinds from students)
regarding any faculty member being considered for a promotion.

(a) In your opinion, how has SB 413 influenced the promotion process insofar as tha quality and thoroughness of the pro-
motion review process?

Improved since No visible Worse since Don't know or
SB 413 change SB 413 not applicable

(b) In your opinion do you think SB 413 has reduced the probability of negative votes in promotion 'tenure proceedings?

Yes No OK
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Appendix E

Table 17

Mean FPQ Factor Values for College Faculty

Respondents by Academic Rank

Factor Label

Overall

Factor

Mean

(N.146)

Overall

Standard

Deviation

I Publications

2 Student Ratings 4:0 2'.14

3 Service on Departmental Committees 3.2 1.87

4 Support of Department Policy and Goals 2.7 2,32

5 Colleague Assessments of, Syllabi .6 1:38

6 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 3.5 2.17

7 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching .4 1,25

8 Grant Support for Research 1,8 2.24

9 Supervision of Theses .2 .66

10 Personality Traits and Attitudes 4.1 2,14

11 Consultation Record on/off Campus 1.3 1.87

12 Service on Institution/System Committees 2.8 1.95

13 Academic Advising 2.2 2,05

14 Membership in Professional Organizations 2.0 1.92

15 Service (no fee) to Community 2.1 1;88

16 Supervision of Field Placements 1,1 1.78

17 Elected Offices in Organizations 2.3 2,01

18 Public Presentations of Products 2.5 2,16

19 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Research 1,8 2,12

20 Formal Colleague Anpraisals/Research ,2 .96

21 Obtaining Advance Degree 5,2 2.31

22 Evaluation by Department Chairman 5.0 2.41

23 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Service 1.9 2:13

24 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service .2 .80

25 Evidence of Student Learning in Courses 1.4 2;21

26 Election to Faculty Senate 1.3 1:59

27 Effort to Remain Current in Discipline 2.4 2.45

26 Credit Hour Production 1.4 2.16

29 Student Demand for Course 1.2 1.88

30 Time in Academic Rank 4.8 2.30

31 Evaluation by School/Department Committee 3.2 2.86

32 Availability to Students 2.4 2,26

33 Innovative Effort in Teaching 2.8 2.32

34 Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus) ,2 .99

Assistant

Profs. Profs.

(11.30)

Academic

Associate

Rank

Full Chairmen

Profs. 01°20

(M.44)

2.7 3.1

3.7 4:2 3.9 4.5

3.0 3.2 3;5 3.3

2.6 2:3 2.9 3.0

:5 .5 .4 1,3

3,2 3,0 3,7 4.8

:2 .3 .6 .4

1,4 2,0 1.9 1,7

.2 0.0 ,3 ,4

4,0 4.1 4.2 4.0

1.3 1.5 1.0 1.6
1

2.4 3J0 2.7 3,6 co

cA

2.1 2.0 2.0 3,3
1

1.9 2.1 2.0 2.0

2.1 1.5 2,2 3,1

,8 1.1 .9 2.0

2,1 2.5 2.5 2.0

2:2 2:8 2.3 3.0

1.5 1.8 1.6 2.5

.2 .1 .1 1.0

5.4 511 5:2 5.4

5.1 5.0 4.8 5.1

2,1 1.7 1.4 2.7

.3 .1 .2 .3

1,1 1.4 1.3 2,4

.6 1 1 1.1 .9

2.1 2,0 2.5 4.0

1.5 1,5 1.4 1.2 :

1.0 1.0 1.5 1,1

4.1 4.9 5.0 5:2

3,2 3.0 3.2 3.9

2,1 2.2 2:6 3.1

2.1 2.4 2.8 4,7

.3 0.0 .2 99 :.-



Table 13

Mean FPQ Factor Values for University F- ultv

Respondents by Academic Rank

Factor Label

7--Fab1TCZons

2 Student Ratings

3 Service on Departmental Committees

4 Support of Department Policy and Goals

5 Colleague Assessments of Syllabi

6 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching

7 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching

8 grant Support for Research

9 Supervision of Theses

10 Personality Traits and Attitudes

11 Consultation Record on/off Campus

12 Service on Institution/System Committees

13 Academic Advising

14 Membership in Professional Organizations

15 Service (no fee) to Community

16 Supervision of Field Placements

17 Elected Offices in Organizations

18 Public Presentations of Products

19 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Research

20 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research

21 Obtaining Advance Degree

22 Evaluation by Department Chairman

23 informal Colleague Appraisais/Service

24 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service

25 Evidence of Student Learning in Cours s

26 Election to Faculty Sehate

27 Effort to Remain Current in Discipline

28 Credit Hour Production

29 Student Demand for Course

30 Time in Academic Rank

31 Evaluation by School/Department .0mmittee

32 Availability to Students

33 Innovative Effort in Teaching

34 Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus)

Overall Overall Academic Rank

Factor Standard Assistant Associa

Mean Deviation Profs. Profs

(Nx339) (N=62) N.88)

5

3.9

2.6

1.4

.5

2.7

1.1

3.1

1.8

2.3

1.1

2.4

1 8

1.3

1.9

.6

1.9

3.3

2.4

2.4

2.9

4.4

1.3

.6

.9

.6

2.5

9

1.3

3.4

4.1

1.5

2.4

2.6

Full Chairmen

Profs. (Nm48)

(N 141)

2.05

2.00

1.75

2,02

1,11

5

3 5

2.5

1 2

.4

5.5

3.9

2.5

1.4

,4

5.5

3 9

2.7

1 6

.5

2,01 2.6 3.0 2.6

1 97 .8 1.1 1 0

2.61 3.2 3.4 3.2

2.01 1.3 1.7 2 1

2.28 2.5 2.6 2,1

1,76 1.1 1.0 1.1

1,81 2 0 2.4 2.3

1.95 1.4 1.5 1.8

1.75 1.1 1.1 1.5

1,88 1.6 1 7 2.0

139 .4 5 .7

1.99 1.5 1,18 2.0

2.23 3,3 3 1
3,4

2.32 2.8 2.7 2.3

2.71 1.9 2.4 2.5

3.09 3.4 2.7 2.8

2.38 4.2 4.7 4.2

1.91 1.5 1.2 1.5

1.49 .5 .5 .6

1.81 .8 .9 1.0

1.29 4 7 .7

2.45 2.0 2.4 2.4

1.78 9 1.2 9

1,94 1,0 1.3 1.4

2.36 3.1 3.5 3.7

2.78 3.6 3.9 4.4

2.00 1.1 1.1 1.6

2.17 1.8 2,1 2.6

2 83 2.5 2.4 2.9

5.0

4.8

2.9

1.4

6

2.6

1.7

2.6

1.9

2.0

1.4

2.8

2.8

1.6

2.4

.9

2.3

1.9

3.0

3.2

4.4

.9

.9

1.0

.6

3.5

.8

1.2

2.7

4.4

2.0

2.7 1
2.8
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Table 19

Certainty Scores for College Faculty
by Discipline: All Ranks Combined

The certainty scores listed below may be used to gain some sense of how consen us
can vary by setting for each factor. Certainty scores range between 0 and 50. A
low "certainty score" (near zero) indicates that factor's 'use is clouded by uncer-
tainty; conversely, a high score (above 35 or 40) indicates consensus among re-
spondents regarding the factor's use or non-use.

Factor Label
Disciplines

Physical Social ProfFMUFT
Sciences Sciences SchoolsHumanities

1 Publications 29 34 36 24
2 Student Ratings 34 36 46 41

3 Service on Departmental Committees 50 31 32 33
4 Support of Department Policy and Goals 24 6 5 24:

5 Colleague Assessments of Syllabi 13 43 36 28
6 informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 29 24 41 32
7 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 29 41 36 43
3 Grant Support for Research 24 27 27 4

9 Supervision of Theses 45 45 41 37
10 Personality Traits and Attitudes 40 27 32 44
11 Consultation Record on/off Campus 24 20 14 4

12 Service on Institution/System Committees 29 29 23 30
13 Academic Advising 8 13 18 24
14 Membership in Professional Organizat ons 13 29 9 19
15 Service (no fee) to Community 3 15 23 22
16 Supervision of Field Placements 24 24 14 2

17 Elected Offices in Organizations 24 20 i 20
18 Public Presentations of Products 13 34

.5

F4.. 7
19 informal Colleague Appraisals/Research 8 4 18 6
20 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research 24 48 41 48
21 Obtaining Advance Degree 29 43 23 41

22 Evaluation by Department Chairman 29 41 27 43
23 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Service 13 1 9 7
24 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service 29 45 50 46
25 Evidence of Student Learning in Courses 13 29 32 2

26 EleCtion to Faculty Senate 13 13 36 7
27 Effort to Remain Current in iscipline 8 20 0 13

28 Credit Hour Production 8 34 18 4
29 Student Demand for Course 3 29 9 13

30 Time in Academic Rank 18 41 32 44
31 Evaluation by School/Department Committee 29 15 0 4

32 Availability to Students 13 13 5 26
33 innovative Effort In Teaching 8 27 27 9
34 Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus ) 45 48 36 46

103



-90-

Table 20

Certainty Scores for University Facul y
by Discipline: All Ranks Combined

The certainty scores listed below may be used to gain some sense of how consensus
can vary by setting for each factor. Certainty scores range between 0 and 50. A
low "certainty score" (near zero) )ndicates that_factor's use is clouded by uncer-
tainty; conversely, a high score (above 35 or 40) indicates consensus among re-
spondents regarding the factor's use or non-use.

Factor Label
Disciplines

Arts & Physical
Humanities Sciences

Social Profess_onal
Sciences Schools

1 Publications 45 48 50 46
2 Student Ratings 50 37 46 43
3 Service on Departmental Committees 41 37 41 39
4 Support of Department Policy and Goals 7 12 11 14

5 Colleague Assessments of Syllabi 32 34 36 25
6 Informal Colleague AppraisalS/Teaching 32 41 21 15
7 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 20 14 23 24
3 Grant Support for Research 8 40 23 2

5 Supervision of Theses 1 17 11 6
10 Personality Traits and 12 20 9 0.Attitudes
11 Consultation Record on/off Campus 21 22 17 4

12 Service on Institution/System Committees 26 23 34 28
13 Academic Advising 12 5 20 7
14 Membership in Professional Organizations 4 15 6 11

15 Service (no fee) to Community 11 7 33 37
16 Supervision of Field Placements 36 44 25 17

17 Elected Offices in Organizations 11 2 9 26
18 Public Presentations of Products 32 22 39 33
19 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Research 17 19 29 4

20 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research 8 8 0 22
Obtaining Advance Degree 5 22 0 22

22 Evaluation by Department Chairman 36 33 37 33
23 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Service 5 11 4 11

24.Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service 25 37 24 32
25 Evidence of Student Learning in Courses 18 31 30 26
26 Election to Faculty Senate 22 38 17 33
27 Effort to Remain Current in Discipline 7 15 7 7
28 Credit Hour Production 16 33 17 33
29 Student Demand for Course 5 21 0 24
30 Time in Academic Rank 29 31 31 26
31 Evaluation by School Department Committee 21 21 33 22
32 Availability to Students 1 17 6 4

33 Innovative Effort in Teaching 24 6 7 17

34 Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus) 12 19 3 19
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Appendix G

Mean FPQ Factor Values for College and University
Faculty by Academic Discipline
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Appendix G

Table 21

Mean FPQ Factor Values for College

Academic Disciplines 7 point scale

Factor Label

Overall

Factor

Mean

II=138)

Overal

Standard

Deviation

Djsciplines

Arts/

Humanities

(W9)

Physical

Sciences
(11J43)

Social

Sciences
(11=22 )

Prof.

Schools

(N54)

1 Publications 2 .2 2.9 2 2.2

2 Student Ratings 4.0 2.15 4.3 3.8 4.8 3.8

3 Service on Departmental Committees 3.2 1.88 3.9 3.1 2.8 3.3

4 Supportof Department Policy and Goals 2.7 2.33 2.9 2.0 2.0 3.4

5 Colleague Assessments of Syllabi .6 1.40 1.2 .1 .6 .8

6 informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching 3,5 2.17 3.2 3.4 4.1 3.6

7 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching .4 1.24 .7 .2 .5 .3

8 Grant Support for Research 1.8 2.26 .9 2.6 1.0 2.0

9 Supervision of Theses .2 .68 .1 .1 .1 .4

10 Personality Traits and Attitudes 4.1 2.14 3.8 3.2 4.0 5.0

11 Consultation Record on/off Campus 1.3 1.84 .6 .8 1.3 1.9

12 Service on Institution/System Committees 2.8 1.92 3.0 2.9 2.5 2.9

13 Academic Advising 2.2 2.06 1.2 1.7 2.6 2.9

14 Membership in Professional Organizations 2.0 1.93 2.1 2.3 .9 2.3

15 Service (no fee) to Community 2.1 1.89 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.4

16 Supervision of Field Placements 1.1 1.79 .6 .6 1.2 1.7

17, Elected Offices in Organizations 2.3 2.02 2.6 2.6 1.3 2.4

18 Public Presentations of Products 2.5 2.18 2.8 3.1 2.0 2.2

19 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Research 1.8 2.15 2.4 1.6 1.0 2.1

20 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research .2 .99 .9 .1 .3 .2

21 Obtaining Advance Degree 5.2 2.32 4.6 5.4 4.4 5.7

22 Evaluation 14 Department Chairman 5.0 2.42 4.6 5.3 3.7 5.4

23 informal Colleague Appraisals/Service 1.9 2.13 1.2 1.7 1.6 2.3

24 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service .2 .81 .6 .1 0.0 .1

25 Evidence of Student Learning in Courses 1.4 2.22 1.6 .9 .7 2.1

26 Election to Faculty Senate 1.0 1.61 .9 1.1 .4, 1.2

27 Effort to Remain Current in Discipline 2.4 2.45 1.8 2.7 2.0 2.8

28 Credit Hour Production 1.4 2.19 1.3 ,3 1.4 2.3

29 Student Demand for Course 1.2 1.90 1.7 .6 1.7 1.3

30 Time in Academic Rank 4.8 2.28 3.3 4.8 4.9 5.3

31 Evaluation by School/Department Committee 3.2 2.85 4.4 3.3 2.8 3.0

32 Availability to Students 2.4 2.26 I.? 2.4 2.4 3.1

33 Innovative Effort in Teaching 2.8 2.33 2.2 3.2 3.2 2.6

34 Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus) .2 1.02 .2 .1 .7 .2
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Table 22

Mean FPQ Factor Values for University

Academic Disciplines 7 point scale

Factor Label

-1 Publications

2 Student Ratings

3 Service on Departmental Committees

4 Support of Department Policy and Goals

5 Colleague Assessments of Syllabi

6 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching

7 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Teaching

8 Grant Support for Research

9 Supervision of Theses

10 Personality Traits and Attitudes

11 Consultation Record on/off Campus

12 Service on Institution/System Committees

13 Academic Advising

14 Membership in Professional Organizations

15 Service (no fee) to Community

16 Supervision of Field Placements

17 Elected Offices in Organizations

18 Public Presentations of Products

19 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Research

20 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Research

21 Obtaining Advance Degree

22 Evaluation by Department Chairman

23 Informal Colleague Appraisals/Service

24 Formal Colleague Appraisals/Service

25 Evidence of Student Learning in Courses

26 Election to Faculty Sonate

27 Effort to Remain Current in Discipline

28 Credit Hour Production

29 Student Demand for Course

30 Time in Academic Rank

31 Evaluation by School/Department Committee

32 Availability to Students

n 33 Innovative Effort in Teaching

ti 4 Formal Peer Appraisals (from off campus)

Overall Overall

Factor Standard Arts/ . Physical Social Prof.

Mean Deviation Humanities Sciences Sciences Schools

(1039) (N.70) (11g54)

6.3 5.7 5

3.1 3.8 3.9

2.1 2.5 2.7

1.2 1.3 1.1

.4 .4 .5

3.1 2.6 2.1

1,3 1.1 .9

4.4 2.3 2.1

2.4 1.4 1.3

2.4 2.3 1.9

.8 .8 1.9

1.8 2.5 2 3

1.2 1.9 1.8

7 1 1 1.9

1.0 2.2 2.9

.9 .6 1 1

1.2 1.6 2.7

2.8 3.2 3 7

2.8 2.7 1 9

3.0 2.4 1.1

1.5

4 2

1 1

3

.7

3

2 9

.4

.7

3.4

4.0

.9

1.9

3.6

Disci lines_

(11---289) (N=76)

5 5 2 03 5 2

2.01 4.5

2.6 1.77 3.1

1 2 1.89 1.3

4 1.00 .4

2.7 1.98 2.8

1 1 1.99 1.1

3.1 2.58 2.5

1 8 1.99 1.7

2.2 2.26 2.2

1.0 1.74 .9

2.3 1.83 2.7

1 7 1.93 2.0

1.2 1 70 1.3

1.9 1.90 1.8

.5 1.30 .4

1.7 1.85 1E7

3.3 2.27 3.6

2.6 2.32 2.6

2.5 2.75 3.1

2.6 3.04 3.1

4.1 2 41 4.3

1.4 1.90 1.6

.6 1.46 .9

.9 1.77 1 2

6 1 27 7

2.4 2.43 2.2

.8 1.69 1.3

1,2 1.91 1.7

3 4 2.34 3.6

4.0 2.84 3 8

1.4 1.98 1,9

2.3 2.15 2.6

2,8 2.86 3.2

2,9 3.4

39 4.1

1.5 1.3

.7 .6

.9

5

2.1 2.3

1.1 .4

.7 .9

3,6 2.8

4.7 3.6

1.5: 1.5

2.0 2.6 i na

2.3 13 1


